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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
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o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Alabama was 142. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (144) in 1998.

o Alabama's average score (142) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Alabama were higher
than those in 6 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (17).

.., itrip,trwar.. Vr-1,11011-P.P. ImamSfudent Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

Alabama

1998 i 66- 17 It
2002

Huila (Public)
1998

2002

V FIT I 59 19 1

59' 23' iv
13-- 1 54 2a I 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prefidear
and Admixed

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Prolident 0 Advanced

vehmvwer -owastmosonmie- mew
Performance of NAEP Reporting GroupsirrAladamam 111.1011.111*

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 50 130 31 58 1 11 #
Female 50 153 12 60 26 2

White 62 150 14 60 1 25 1

Black 36 127 34 58 9 #
Hispanic 1 -- -- ___

Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 42 129 31 61 9

Not eligible 42 151 13 59 26 1

Information not available 16 150 18 53 27 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Alabama had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate forHispanic students in Alabama.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than '98 '02

that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
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# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed Aov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

.S3 lV:"4-=, Wigvery writ ResuitglorAmerican .4.',-1315EW
Samoa

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
American Samoa was 95.

o American Samoa's average score (95) was lower' than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in American Samoa
were lower than those in 46 jurisdictions'.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 3 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 32 percent.

ii4tWdeirit Pgi'rCicenGr6 33

Ameriton Setr100

2002

Nation (Public)

,at chievement fevel

29

2002 1 DY I 54 2r

Percentage below Bask and Bask Pi:montage Proficient
and kivaared

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

i 7ri3o nce-ofAllNe;o4brOu AmericanrTPPe
Average Percentage of students atPercentage

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 85 1 771 211 21 0

Female 50 104 1 601 361 41
White
Black 0

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander 100 94 1 68 1 28 1 3 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 0

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 100 951 681 291 31
Not eligible 0

Information not available

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in American Samoa had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (19
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of the Nation (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Black
students in American Samoa.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic
students in American Samoa.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Students who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price school lunch compared to students
who were eligible in American Samoa.

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile

American Samoa 66 1 94 1 122 1

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in American Samoa scored
below 122.

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from American Samoa. i Significantly higher than, I lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed,gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

OIMINfirrg7.9rirwrestis 0 I Z

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Arizona was 141. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (143) in 1998.

o Arizona's average score (141) was lower than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Arizona were higher
than those in 5 jurisdictions2, not significantly different
from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

miluedginem- irva
trident PercOntage'at

amone,i,j11 , IIITIMPArdattach h ley meet` Level

Arizona

1998 59 20 1 1

2002 I I 57 19g 1 1

Nation (Publh)

1998 I lg. I 59' , 23",

2002 I In I 54 28 12

Percentage below Bask and flack Percentage Pcofident and Advanced

0 below halt 0 Basic 0 Proficient Advanced

Perfifi c of NAEF7Reporting Groups in Arizona'

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 50 130 32 58 11

Female 50 153 14 56 28 2

White 57 150 16 57 26 1

Black 5 137 23 64 12 1

Hispanic 30 126 36 55 9

Asian/Pacific Islander 2

American Indian/Alaska Native 6 126 34 58
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 34 126 36 55 9

Not eligible 53 150 15 59 25 1

Information not available 14 144 23 53 23 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Arizona had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (13 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (30
points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles
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# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
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Arkansaso The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Arkansas was 142. This was higher' than the average
score (137) in 1998.

o Arkansas' average score (142) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Arkansas were
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 32 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 19 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (13).

1998 I I 63 13* It
2002 I FE 1 60 18 I it

Nation (Public)

1998 I ID I 59' 2 li.
2002 l -115" 541 28 11 2

Percentage below Bask and Bath Percentage Proficient
and Urania

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Profkient CO Advanced

Performance-of EP Reporting Grou ps in - r arisaS
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 53 132 1 30 59 111 #

Female 47 153 1 12 60 27 1 #

White 73 147 1 16 61 22 1 #

Black 23 125 1 37 56 8 0

Hispanic 3 130 34 54 12 0

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 --
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -- --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 44 131 1 311 58 111 #
Not eligible 54 150 1 14 61 25 1 #

Information not available 2 -- --
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

170

160

ISO

140

130

120

110

-
0I

Percentiles

0.0#°.166 75th
159

50th0.........744

138'

Daaana....0:3 25th
116 119

o Female students in Arkansas had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Arkansas in 1998.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for California

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
California was 144. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (141) in
1998.

o California's average score (144) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in California were
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 27 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 23 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (20).

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

(Amin
1998 I 56 19 1 1

2002 Eilt 55 22,,,A 1

Nation (Public)

1998 I g7-- 59' 23'N, IV
2002 05 54 28 12

Parontoos below Bask and Bach Percentage Prolkiwi and &hawed

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Profident Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in California

Reporting groups
Male
Female

Percentage
of students

52
48

White 37

Black 7

Hispanic 42
Asian/Pacific Islander 13

American Indian/Alaska Native 1

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 36
Not eligible 46
Information not available 18

Average
Score Below Basic

Percentage of students at
Basic Proficient Advanced

ir:42C.41,

137 27 56 17

152 16 54 28 2

156 12 54 32 2

128 34 57 10

132 1 30 57 12

155 15 49 34 3

132 1 31 56 13 1

158 11 54 32 2

145 21 57 22 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Group

o Female students in California had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (15 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (15 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (30 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (26 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (33 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300 J.,

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

1

166

141

179
115

'98 '02

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
The results based on students' eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch in California do not include the district of Los Angeles.
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

,412.4,R Ire'verall Writing Results for ,connecticut

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Connecticut was 164. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (165) in
1998.

o Connecticut's average score (164) was higher than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Connecticut were
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions', and not
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 45 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (44).

Amenlow-vqiNe
Student Percentage, arEacn

Connecticut

Nation

ievenirn1 Le e

1998

2002

(Public)

I I 47` AO

t jjg I 42 37

1998 I TI7 I 59' 23' 11-

2002 1 16 54 28 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prolideal and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Connecticut
',11'7

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient AdvancedReporting groups

Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Male 51 155 17 48 1 31 4 1

Female 49 174 8 37 44 11 l'

White 70 175 7 38 45 10 T

Black 14 134 30 55 14 1

Hispanic 12 136 28 55 16 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 172 11 34 47 9

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 143 25 51 21 3

Not eligible 62 174 8 38 45 91
Information not available 8 172 8 40 42 10

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups - %-e

o Female students in Connecticut had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (20 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (19 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (41 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (34 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (39 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (36 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (31 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (33 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300,1

200

190

180

170

160

150

140

0"'"°196
191

Percentiles

75th

0 50th
167 167

130
I45 25th

0f_
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

si
Overall Writing Results for DDESS Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

DDESSo The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
DDESS was 164. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (160) in 1998.

o DDESS' average score (164) was higher than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in DDESS were higher
than those in 41 jurisdictions', and not significantly
different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 42 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (38).

1998 1 491-4:e 32 V
2002 R/1 51 40 12

N41144 (WO
1998 1 fu I 59' 23' 11*
2002 1 1 541:13 28 ,2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Pralkhat and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient Advanced

...-0...-y..5: 1111/444.1MIN WMPerformance of NAEP ReportingGroups in DDESS- -- -- ..-, - ,-1

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic . Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 47 153 12 60 27 1

Female 53 174 3 43 501 4

White 38 171 6 43 48 3

Black 23 154 9 64 26 1

Hispanic 20 160 9 53 37 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 6 --
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 25 155 11 58 30 1

Not eligible 54 165 7 49 41 3

Information not available 21 172 3 48 47 3

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

190

in
170

160

150

140

130

120

of

Percentiles

0,,.0 75th
188 W

50th
oro"....157

160"

25th0.00.4:144

132'

o Female students in DoDEA/DDESS had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (21
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (17 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (12 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (14 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (5 points).

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
"Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit hfip://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for DoDDS Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
DoDDS was 161. This was higher' than the average
score (156) in 1998.

o DoDDS' average score (161) was higher than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in DoDDS were higher
than those in 41 jurisdictions2, and not significantly
different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (31).

DoDDS

1998 I Ili? I 58 3 I 1

2002 1171 56 35 12

Nation (Pubt4
1998 L CFI I 59 P, 23' II"
2002 I I 54M 28 1 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prolidaat God Advamed

o below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in DoDDS 2

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 150 T 12 65 23 #

Female 50 173 1 3 46 48 T 3

White 48 166 6 51 40 2

Black 15 149 14 61 24 #

Hispanic 7 155 8 64 27 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 9 161 7 58 34 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 1

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 6 159 8 56 36 #
Not eligible 23 163 6 54 38 2

Information not available 71 161 8 56 35 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in DoDEA/DoDDS had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (23
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (18 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (13 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (6 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was not found
to be significantly different from that of students who
were eligible. Students who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price school lunch had an average score
that was not found to be significantly different from
students who were eligible in 1998.

300 j,

180

170

160

150

140

130

of____

Percentiles

cec.0"I% 75th
179

50thIre.011:637.

_real' 25thDo" 141
135

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Delaware

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Delaware was 159. This was higher' than the average
score (144) in 1998.

o Delaware's average score (159) was higher than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Delaware were
higher than those in 34 jurisdictions=, not significantly
different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (22).

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level

Delaware

1998 I --Erp

2002 [Bj I

Nation (Pubic)

1998 1 uu

2002 I ID

58

55

21 11

33 12

59'

54

23'

28 W.112

Percentage below !knit and Bask Percentage Preikkat and Adrtatod

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proficient Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups In Delaware ,- 4.7.4m-reimusioniciarscago-xdA

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 150 15 1 60 24 1 1

Female 49 168 1 51 50 41 1 3

White 64 165 1 71 501 40 1 3

Black 29 145 16 1 66 18 1
Hispanic 5 144 1 17 63 20
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 182 4 34 53 10

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 32 142 1 20 1 63 17 1
Not eligible 68 167 1 5 1 51 1 40 3

Information not available 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Delaware had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (18 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300 J,

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

Percentiles

75th

170
50th

146*
25th

120Dl
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from 2002. I Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Wnting Results for District of Columbia

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
District of Columbia was 128. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (126) in
1998.

o District of Columbia's average score (128) was lower
than that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in District of Columbia
were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly
different from those in 2 jurisdictions2, and lower than
those in 43 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 10 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (11).

Student Percentage at Each Achievement Leve

District of Columbia

1998 ; ` 97 52

2002 'I so

Notion (Publc)

1998 L,R7,1 59'

2002 1.0)3' I 54

II II
io it

23' II'
' 28 1 2

Percenlage below Bask oad Bash Percentage Progrient
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Profident Advrameti

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in District

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

49
51

3

87
8

2
0

67
32

1

of Columbia 7;..ZET

of students at
Basic Proficient Advanced

52 6
61 14

57 8
56 11 0

55 6
60 16

Average
Score

120
136

126
130

Percentage
Below Basic

43
25

36
33

39
23

123
140

Average Score Gaps Between Selected GroUPS

o Female students in District of Columbia had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (16
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (21 points).

The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Black students
in District of Columbia.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic
students in District of Columbia.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300J_

150

140

130

120

110

100

90

C:10
152 152

Percentiles

75th

127 in
50th

101

01
'98 '02

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsr_eportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing' r Florid

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Florida was 154. This was higher' than the average
score (142) in 1998.

o Florida's average score (154) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Florida were higher
than those in 20 jurisdictions2, not significantly different
from those in 19 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 7
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (19).

tildel'itPercentage, t'Eacti.71thieVernent-1.. vel

Florida

1998 1 ify
2002

59' 19 II'
irrd 51 30

Hutton (Pubic)

1998 rgip
2002 k..115'7_11

59'

54

23"

-28 12

3

Percentage below Bask aid Bask Percentage Proftdant
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Prof dent 0 Advanced

e ormance of NAEP Reporting ,r1PRIMn6.Groups in Florida

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Male 50
Female 50
White 55
Black 23
Hispanic 18
Asian/Pacific Islander 2
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 43
Not eligible 52
Information not available 5

Average Percentage of students at
Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

141 1 24 1 56 19 1 1

166 1 8 1 47 1 40 1' 5 T

163 1 10 1 50 1 36 1 41
137 1 26 1 58 16 1 1

144 I 24 50 25 1 1

167 9 44 42 5

--- -- ___

1411 24 1 56 19 1

163 10 48 1 38 1 41
162 11 50 34 5

verege Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Florida had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (26 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (14 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

Writing Scale Scores' at Selected Percentiles

300J.

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

0,04831

50th
0000.0#535

00004 25th

118

Percentiles

75th

of
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overa I ri ing esu s or Geor

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Georgia was 147. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (146) in 1998.

o Georgia's average score (147) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Georgia were higher
than those in 13 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 21
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (23).

Student' erce

Georgia

.yrRwiPat,Eac pActileve en Level

1998 V, Ift 60 22 I I
2002 I:, Merl 57 24 I 1

Notion (PiMir)
1998 I 59' 23'

2002 16 15 54 28 I 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prolkioat and At/valued

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Performanteof NAEP Reporting Groups in Georgia Igo WNW
Reporting groups

Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 137 25 60 15

Female 49 158 11 55 33 2

White 54 156 13 54 31 2

Black 37 138 23 62 14

Hispanic 5 119 42 51 6

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 152 14 60 26

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 40 134 27 60 13

Not eligible 55 156 12 55 31 2

Information not available 5 152 15 57 27 2
'Averizioit

ge Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Georgia had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (18 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Georgia in 1998.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles.

300i,

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

01

171 173

Percentiles

75th

0m"mme3 50th
148 148

p10 25th
123 123

`98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

vera sting esu ts or ua

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Guam was 130.

o Guam's average score (130) was lower' than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Guam were higher
than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly different
from those in 2 jurisdictions2, and lower than those in
43 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 13 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 68 percent.

S ud Percentag% aTEMMievemen Leve

Guam

2002 r
Nation (Public)

2002
1

55 13 1 #

54 28' 2'

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prairie:0
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Prolideni 0 Advanced

ormance of NAEP Repo Mg.-Group i Guam

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

51 121 1'1 40 52 1 8 1 #
49 140 1 22 T 60 t 18 1 #

2

96
0

30
69

1

130 1

115 1
137 1

32 T

46 1
25 1

.55 T 12 1

471 61
59T 151

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Guam had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Black
students in Guam.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic
students in Guam.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Guam 105 1 131 1 156 1

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Guam scored below 156.

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from Guam. I Significantly higher than, I lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.edgov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
e Elmo n..11;!rf INK"?..1111 Wa"Fmr-nTiliOverall Writing Results for Havvaiill

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Hawaii was 138. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (135) in 1998.

-KM
Student Percentage at Each Achievement Level.

Hawaii
1998 r Erj

2002 L

o Hawaii's average score (138) was lower than that of the Nation (Public)

nation's public schools (152). 1998 -[97 1

o Students' average scale scores in Hawaii were higher
2002 In 1

than those in 4 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 3 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 39
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (15).

58 14*

56 17 II

59" 23' Ai.
54 28 12

Percentage below Book and Bask Percentage ProOdent
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

mktrow "w" r-31Performance of NAEP ReportinT.Groups-' n Hawaii

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 52 126 36 54 9

Female 48 150 15 58 26 1

White 16 142 21 58 20
Black 2 139 21 62 17

Hispanic 2

Asian/Pacific Islander 68 137 27 56 17 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 40 126 38 53 10

Not eligible 59 146 18 58 23
Information not available 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Hawaii had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Hawaii in 1998.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Hawaii.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

D....rpm 75th

Percentiles

150

140

130

120

110

100

1".....,...1040 50th

135'

25th
III 112

01
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

t
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vera1 rtin Rmm, ts f eterrlaminualmm
o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Idaho was 151.

o Idaho's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different' from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Idaho were higher
than those in 17 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in
12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 84 percent.

Studen PeW5e7iTge'at EachrAchielrmlirgarivel

Idaho

2002 I 115 I 55

Nation (Public)

27 12

2002 I 03 I 54 28 1 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage holden? and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Idaho

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

52
48
88

1

9

1

1

32
60

8

Average
Score
138 1
165

153 1

130

140
156 1
154

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient

25
71

151

31

25
121
14

60
50
55

59

56
54
54

15
40
29 1

11

18T
31

30

Advanced

3

1

2

2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Idaho had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (27 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (21
points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Idaho.

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation
(25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Idaho 127 152 177

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Idaho scored below 177.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Idaho. T Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Over'a IFEwritingsRes t =for- ndian

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Indiana was 150.

o Indiana's average score (150) was not found to be
significantly different' from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Indiana were higher
than those in 15 jurisdictions2, not significantly different
from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than those in
15 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 85 percent.

%tam Percentages Eacirirch'inwerrInTLeve

Indiana

2002 l5 I 58 25

Nation (Public)

2002 I l I 54 28 12

Percentage Wow Bask and Bask Pato:tattle Proedant and Advosaa

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 ProAdent Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Indiana V.,4,,8Z;;;:ir;741114.;24:

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient

411PL.,:

AdvancedReporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Male 50 138 23 61 15

Female 50 162 8 55 36 2

White 86 153 1 13 58 1 281 11
Black 9 125 1 35 58 7

Hispanic 2

Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 25 138 24 60 16

Not eligible 69 155 1 12 57 1' 29 1 11
Information not available 6 144 20 58 22 0

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Indiana had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Indiana.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation
(25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Indiana 127 152 174

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Indiana scored below
174.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Indiana. I Significantly higher than, I lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall WiMgrrrP2e ulltrEr Kansas

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Kansas was 155.

o Kansas' average score (155) was not found to be
significantly different' from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Kansas were higher
than those in 23 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 7
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 87 percent.

r rrrnTl7WMSKcert1PeaeeiEachARi en rel

Kansas

2002 55

Nation (Public)
2002 L 1/1 54

31 .11

28* 12

Percsntage below Bask and Bask Porcentage &okapi and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proftdent Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Kansas

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 144 19 1 62 1 19

Female 49 166 1 8 47 431 2

White 80 159 10 54 35 11
Black 8 135 26 61 13

Hispanic 7 132 32 55 13 0

Asian/Pacific Islander 2

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 140 22 60 17

Not eligible 67 160 10 52 36 2

Information not available 3 170 6 46 44 4

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Kansas had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile

Kansas 132 1 157 I* 179

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Kansas scored below
179.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

Significantly different from Kansas. 1 Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http;//nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writi es is for Kentucky

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Kentucky was 149. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (146) in
1998.

o Kentucky's average score (149) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Kentucky were
higher than those in 15 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 15 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 16 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

Studentaercenta e arEa Ac !eve On vel

}tante:kg

2

1998 14,4:C04 63 20 I 1

2002 r-43-- 59 24 1

Nation (Pubic)

1998 f 41/iY,1 39' 23.'
2002 54 28 ".

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Proficient mei klvermed

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Proficient avocet!

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Kentucky

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage Average
of students Score

49 138

51 161

90 150

8 137
1 --
1

40
57
3

138
158
147

343, VXS.331133.5,3 3 3 . . 4333.

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Kentucky had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (13 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Kentucky.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

24 62 14

7 57 34 2

15 59 25
22 66 12

23 62 15
9 58 31 2

17 62 21
.1.11.2.~0 ±3330,13347

VVriting Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300.1 Percentiles

170

160

150

140

130

120

75th

169

soth

147

D......43
125 127

25th

01
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http_://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall writingReerlts for Louisidna Student Percentagerat Each Achievement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Louisiana was 142. This was higher' than the average
score (136) in 1998.

o Louisiana's average score (142) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Louisiana were
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 31 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (12).

Louisiana

1998 1 al 1 64 11: 1#

2002 1 SI) 1 62 -,e18 I1

Nation (Public)

1998
1

pp I 59' 2r II'
2002 I 1 5443 28 11 2

Per below Bask and Bask Percentage Proficient
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Pro&lent 0 Advanced

Perfornlance of NAEP Re ortin rou s in' b s anal

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 133 1 27 62 11 1 #

Female 49 152 1 12 62 25 1 1

White 53 153 1 11 63 26 1 1

Black 43 129 1 31 61 8 T 0

Hispanic 1 -- -- --
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -- --
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -- -- --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 50 133 T 27 62 10 T #

Not eligible 36 155 T 9 62 28 1 1

Information not available 14 141 21 61 17 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in Louisiana had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (18 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Louisiana.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).

300 j,

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

100

o

Percentiles

0.000.0.16 75th

15P

131r....174.

50th

0........0.43 25th
120

114

I

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different froni 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. I Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.qov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for ainalc44,

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Maine was 157. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (155) in 1998.

o Maine's average score (157) was higher than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Maine were higher
than those in 30 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (32).

Student Percentage EacKAdhieveMrent ljgreila
Maine

1998 [1:e 1 54

2002 I lig SO

Notion (Public)

1998 I I

2002

30 2
33

59. 23

1, 113'1 54 28

13

2

Percentage below Bask and Balk Percentage Breda), and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient S Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Maine 7"1 77:-. 07 :0,0

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Male 49
Female 51

White 97
Black 1

Hispanic 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 24
Not eligible 69
Information not available 7

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

144 21 56 21 1

170 7 44 44 5

157 14 50 33
-- --

141 24 55 19 1

163 10 48 38 4

153 15 56 26 3

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Maine had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (26 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Maine.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Maine.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3003,

190

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

0

ci-*"..135
181

157 159

13131 2

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
*Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 4 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

"1""r*R5v3"1111"1°Vera g esults' or Mars/16n

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Maryland was 157. This was higher' than the average
score (147) in 1998.

Srtii-nt1411;7AM t h A h0e vem ent Level

Maryland

1998 IF: I

2002 Pi) I

o Maryland's average score (157) was higher than that of Nation (Public)

the nation's public schools (152). 1998 tu

o Students' average scale scores in Maryland were
2002 Lt73 I

higher than those in 30 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (23).

60'

52

27 111

31' 3

59.

54

2r Il
.28 e2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Preficiant and Ashamed

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Performanceof N EP Reporting Groups In Ma

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

48
52

55
34

5

5

26
71

2

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Average
Score
147 19 56 241 1

166 1 8 48 1 38 51

167 1 8 47 1 40 51
140 1 22 61 16 1 1

143 21 56 23 1

172 8 38 50 4

139 1 23 60 16 1 1

164 10 49 1 37 T 41

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Maryland had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were. eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (28 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001,,

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

01-
'98 '02

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http;//nces,echgoyThationsreportgard/statesi for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
T- V2VIP, ". '"' 2I "t. rt...,',,;3ki:

verali Writin esults for Massachusett§,:tanne
"" 1.11.Student Percentage

11:- . ..k1.1.' 44..-.10
at Each Acnievement-Levo

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 163. This was higher' than the
average score (155) in 1998.

o Massachusetts' average score (163) was higher than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Massachusetts were
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions', and not
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 42 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (31).

Massachusetts

1998 1 1)g ;l 56* - 29 12'
2002 VITA 1 48 38 a

Nation (MAO
1998 I if? I S9* 23 11"

2002 I I 3493 ,,,,28 12

Percentage below Bask and Bash Percentage Prolkiant and Advamd

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Performance
r: ...sN ...rcre rz -s.60=-Pu. *041,7110

of NAEP Reporting Groups in Massachusetts
661Ir

Percentage of students at
Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Percentage Average
Reporting groups of students
Male 53 1551 13 55 1 301 2

Female 47 1731 6 411 '461 7

White 75 1711 5 46 1 441 51
Black 9 139 25 57 18 1

Hispanic 10 132 27 63 10 #

Asian/Pacific Islander 5 167 10 45 38 7

American Indian/Alaska Native # -- -- ......

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 29 141 1 22 58 191 1

Not eligible 69 173 1 5 1 44 1 46 1 6 1

Information not available 2 161 6 64 27 3

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (18
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (32 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (39 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (38 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (32 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (31 points).

300i,

i90

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

of___

Percentiles

0.00,4 75th
190

MO

/65 50th

156'

cr..,,...09 25th

131 '

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overa TIMIAP-44re ui17 for MrchigartrIMEW.g,. 7

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Michigan was 147.

o Michigan's average score (147) was lower' than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Michigan were
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 19 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 83 percent.

Student Prrcentage-at --Ac ievement Leve

Michigan

2002 r TV-1 58 21- 11 I

Nation (Public)

2002 I 03 I 54' 112`

Percentage Wow Bask and Bask Percentage Mohr/eat and Advaatad

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proftdent Advanced

lq,ffirammogwwwitwoN ,.
PerfOrmanceOf N EP Reporting 'Groups inVichigan

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 137 24 61 14 1 #
Female 48 158 1 10 561 33 21
White 77 152 1 14 581 28 1 1 1

Black 18 130 31 60 9 #
Hispanic 2 -- --
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 --
American Indian/Alaska Native # --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 34 137 26 58 16 #
Not eligible 60 154 1 11 59 1 28 1 1 1

Information not available 7 139 27 53 20 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Michigan had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (21 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Michigan.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation
(25 points).

. z.-Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles ;;:
1.,

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Michigan 123 149 172 I

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Michigan scored below
172.

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from Michigan. 1 Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the'context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed,gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

IM '4 PPM"' WNW' 2.11.12107*-hting Results4orNississipm

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Mississippi was 141. This was higher' than the average
score (134) in 1998.

o Mississippi's average score (141) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Mississippi were
higher than those in 6 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 32 jurisdictions.

a The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 13 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (11).

?All!e` ,,,
".Sfudent Perce ta e Inch:Achievementtevel

Mississippi

1998

2002

(Pula()
1998

2002

63"

L 41E5 70 13 I

rop4 S9' 23' I1'

rirol S4 28 1 2

Notion

Percentage below Bask and Bask Peroatage Proficient
and Advanced

below Bask 0 Basic 0 Pro fident Advanced

Perfornw"Mrrif NAEFReporting-GroupsIn

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

issIss ppi
Percentage Average
of students Score

49 1321
51 150 1

52 149
47 132 1

58
36

6

134 1
152
143

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

251 69 1 6 #
9 1 71 20 #

11 1 70 20 #
241 701 6 #

23 1 70 1 7
81 69 23

15 71 14 0

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Mississippi had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (19 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (18 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Mississippi.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (18 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300

160

ISO

140

130

120

110

100

0

13"°"...11
156

croo".14)2
134

123
113'

'98 '02

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall W 1 in e is for Missouri

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Missouri was 151. This was higher' than the average
score (142) in 1998.

o Missouri's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Missouri were higher
than those in 17 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 12
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (17).

"igurdentPe cbntage ar actiAt rlevement Levuellit
Missouri

1998 1 J y 1
2002

62 17* 1

1' MA 59 26 s

Nation (Public)

1998 I -AB,
2002

59' 23' Ii"
F*111. 1 54 28 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Profkkal
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

f erfo rmalice of NAEP Reporting GrOups'in"Missotiri

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score .

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 50 140 I 21 1 63 15 1' #
Female 50 161 1 7 1 55 1 36 T 2

White 81 153 1 13 1 58 28 i 1 i

Black 16 139 T 20 1 67 13 #
Hispanic 1 -- --
Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 137 1 23 1 65 121
Not eligible 65 157 11 1 56 1 32 11
Information not available 6 150 11 66 22

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Ro

o Female students in Missouri had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (15 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Missouri.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998.(20 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300,1

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

0

Percentiles

15 75th
rooro°

165'

132
50th

142'
re.001139 25th

119'

'98 V2

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

27



410

1 I

0 r

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall WritignIrRenifs for MOTTral

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Montana was 152. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (150) in 1998.

o Montana's average score (152) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Montana were higher
than those in 19 jurisdictions=, not significantly different
from those in 15 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 12
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (25).

Student 'Perent g

Montana

1998 in, 1
2002 VV; I

Nation (Pubic)

1993 59'

aEa h chlevement,level

61- 24

56 27.
II

23"

2002 k21/3 &_1 54 28 1 2

Percentage below Bark and Bask Parentage Proficient clod Advantod

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

elgerinance NAEP'Rlrrting 6ro=t 1Wdnirana

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 53 137 24 63 14 #
Female 47 168 6 48 1 43 3

White 84 155 13 55 1 30
Black 1 --
Hispanic 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 12 129 34 56 9
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 31 135 27 59 13
Not eligible 67 159 10 54 34 2
Information not available 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Montana had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (31 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (24
points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Montana.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Montana.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

Writing ca e` cores at Se ecte ercentiles

3001,

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

percentiles

75thCr' 77
173

50th
152 154

ri-a 25th
129 129o1
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
"Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

vela f' Writing ResulfintorNebrask

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Nebraska was 156.

o Nebraska's average score (156) was higher' than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Nebraska were
higher than those in 28 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 6 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 88 percent.

. .Student Percentage'stEach Achievement Mel

Nebraska

2002 t 1E 1

Nation (Public)

$7 30 111

2002 1 fly I $4 28 ,2

Percentage below Basic and Bask Percentage Profidaat sad Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Profident Advanced

erforthanCeOf NAEFUlierPMarOroOpSTRNebmsk

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 145 T 17 1 63 1' 19

Female 49 167 1 61 50 42 2

White 84 160 81 57 34 2

Black 6 131 30 60 10 0
Hispanic 7 128 35 54 11 0
Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 1

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 35 141 T 21 1 61 17 1

Not eligible 63 163 61 54 38 2

Information not available 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups' 10.

o Female students in Nebraska had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (22 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (32 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Nebraska 1341 1571 179

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Nebraska scored below
179.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from Nebraska. T Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

$

Overall Writing Results for Nevad

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Nevada was 137. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (140) in 1998.

o Nevada's average score (137) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Nevada were higher
than those in 4 jurisdictions=, not significantly different
from those in 2 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 40
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 16 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (17).

udente rce a- c ire e

Nevada

16101998 1 61

2002 I r" gi% 59 15 I

Nation (Mk)
1998 59' 23
2002 IS- Bali 54 21 2

Perrenlage below Bask and lark Percentage Precient
and Unwed

below Bask 0 Bask 0 Prafident 0 Advanced

Perfbrmance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Nevada

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage
Below Basic Basic

of students at
Proficient Advanced

Male 52 125 1 37 55 8 #
Female 48 151 13 62 24 1

White 60 143 19 61 19 1

Black 10 128 33 59 8 #
Hispanic 22 123 39 54 7 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 149 18 54 27 1

American Indian/Alaska Native --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 28 121 41 52 7

Not eligible 62 144 19 62 18 1

Information not available 9 143 21 56 22
%rt.-Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Nevada had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (26 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (19
points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (15 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (13 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

VVriting Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

160

150

140

130

120

110

100

o1

Percentiles

C--bi 75th
163 163

141 13a

'98 '02

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing,,R77 17inor New...Mexico

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
New Mexico was 140. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (141) in
1998.

o New Mexico's average score (140) was lower than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in New Mexico were
higher than those in 4 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 33 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 18 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (18).

S tudent P ercentage at Each c Ievement

Now Moxico
1998 [DE 1

2002 1

61

SS

Nation (PALI
1998

2002
a9 I 59' 23' It.
I 23 54 28 e2

Percentage below Bask and Bark Percentage Proficient
and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proftcient 0 Advanced

,ap. maw
Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in New Mexico

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 130 32 59 9 #
Female 49 152 14 58 26 1

White 36 152 15 56 27 1

Black 2 -- -- --
Hispanic 47 134 28 59 12 #

Asian/Pacific Islander 1 --
American Indian/Alaska Native 13 131 29 62 9 #
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 51 131 30 58 11

Not eligible 29 153 14 58 27

Information not available 20 145 19 59 21

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in New Mexico had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (22 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in New Mexico.

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300,1,

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

165 166

Percentiles

75th

co.---- : 50th
142 142

118 11,6

01
'98 '02

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
*Significantly different from 2002. i Statistithlly significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Over t ;Writ, 3,IR Its, New Yor

a The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
New York was 151. This was higher' than the average
score (146) in 1998.

o New York's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in New York were
higher than those in 17 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 11 jurisdictions.

a The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 30 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (21).

S udent Pert ATETcd Achieve entz. e

Now York

1998 I if), I

2002

Notion (Public)

1998 FIR-Ai
2002 kat.'

AEI., 54 28

63*

59*

54

20' ' I

2

23' 11*

28 12

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prolkisal nod Advanad

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient Advanced

rmance o NAEP Reporting Groups in ew York

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

52
48
55
21

17

6

37
56

8

=WM
Average Percentage of students at

Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
142
162

163
134

133
155

134
165
136

22 581 191 1

1 10 501 371 31
1 8 501 391 31

27 61 12

29 60 11

14 52 31 3

---

27 60 13

1 8 50 1 39 1 31
1 30 1 53 17

AverageScore Gaps Between SelectedGroups

o Female students in New York had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (15 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (30 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (30 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (31 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (30 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (26 points).

ear rmr 6.666. , ter, or.A. 6.;

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300),

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

6.00.0.18
168'

c1"""°.°113S3
148

.60
124 126

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statesi for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

vera ing s Its for Norte,ts f No o

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
North Carolina was 157. This was higher' than the
average score (150) in 1998.

o North Carolina's average score (157) was higher than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in North Carolina were
higher than those in 30 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

Student PeRentag at EachrAPhientIttrev
Worth Carolina

1998 I 57 26
2002 l AB 53 31 hi 3

Nation (Pubkt)

1998 13 59* -

2002 IA/Y j 54 28 I 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Pralkiont and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

PerfoaNAEP e orti Gro ps in North,Carolina

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Male 50
Female 50
White 63
Black 30
Hispanic 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 2

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 38
Not eligible 53
Information not available 9

Average
Score

Percentage
Below Basic Basic

of students at
Proficient Advanced

146 1 19 57 22 1

167 I 7 48 40 5

165 1 8 48 391 51
141 1 21 61 17 1 1

132 34 50 16 #

142 1 21 1 60 19 1 1

166 8 48 39 5

164 8 51 37 5
mew z- ,

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in North Carolina had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (21
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in North Carolina in
1998.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (28 points).

***
Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001,

180

Percentiles

Dos....01% 75th

170 175*

160 5 0 th

150 152'
140

130 25th

120 127'

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for North Dakota

a The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
North Dakota was 147.

o North Dakota's average score (147) was lower' than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in North Dakota were
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 24 jurisdictions.

a The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 83 percent.

arms, C

e.

orth Dakota

2002

Nation (Public)

2002 I 54 128'

Percentage ltelow Bask and Bask Percentage Prodder and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Prolldent 0 Advanced

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage
Below Basic Basic

of students at
Proficient Advanced

Male 52 133 1 27 1 63 11 1 #

Female 48 161 7 55 1 36 1 1

White 92 148 1 16 1 59 1 24 1 1 1

Black 1

Hispanic 2

Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 4 125 36 57 7 o

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 25 134 27 58 15

Not eligible 74 151 1 14 591 261 1

Information not available 2

Average Score`Gapi Between Selected Groups

o Female students in North Dakota had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (28 points).
This performance gap was wider than that of the Nation
(21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in North Dakota.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in North Dakota.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation
(25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile

North Dakota 124 1 148 1 171

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in North Dakota scored
below 171.

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate. .

*Significantly different from North Dakota. I Significantly higher than, J. lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Res t Ohio

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Ohio was 160.

Ohio's average score (160) was higher' than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

a Students' average scale scores in Ohio were higher
than those in 33 jurisdictions', and not significantly
different from those in 13 jurisdictions.

The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 38 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 89 percent.

Student Perffn

Ohio

Nation

2002 I.gtql 52 35

(PANE)

2002 [ 1 54 28' 12

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage ProBsient and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Profident Advanced

Performa NAEP Rep n

Reporting groups

o ps I Ohio
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 50 150 1 15 1 59 25 T 1

Female 50 170 1 6 1 45 45
.

5

White 80 165 7 1 51 39 1
Black 15 133 29 57 14 1

Hispanic 2

Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 24 144 22 55 22 1

Not eligible 65 167 1 61 50 41 T 3

Information not available 11 155 11 59 29 1

Average Score Gaps Behrveen Selected Groups

o Female students in Ohio had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (33 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Ohio.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

Writingmg ca e s c" ores at Selected Percentiles,

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Ohio 138 i 162 T 185 T

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Ohio scored below 185.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
*Significantly different from Ohio. l Significantly higher than, I lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces,ed.gov/nationsreportgarcl/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

(Overall Writing esults for Oklahoma

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Oklahoma was 150. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (152) in
1998.

o Oklahoma's average score (150) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Oklahoma were
higher than those in 15 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 15 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (25).

. . .
a Each Achiev- menStudent Lerce t.ge

Oklahoma

1998 1 fifil 63' 24 Ii

2002 1 :mil 57 .26 I I

Harlan (Public)

1998 11,417 1 59` 23'

2002 FM.] 54 28 2

Percentage below Bask and Basic Percentage Pralkisal and Admix)

0 bebw Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

e4wo!..411. s' .I.

e ormance of NAEP Reporting Groups irfOklahom

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

..;.

Percentage Average
of students

50
50

62
11

6

1

18

Score
139
160

154

135
135

144

45
50
5

137 1
159
164

:ra

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

231 601 16 1

9 55 35 2

12 56 30
27 60
28 58

19 59

25
9
7

60 1
55

49

13

13

21

15

34
39

2
5

.1wriowm," r. .01 row.
Average 5core Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Oklahoma had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (21 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (16
points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentile

300 J.

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

of

173 175

152 152

1392"'"n3
126

25th

Percentiles

75th

50th

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Oregon

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Oregon was 155. This was higher' than the average
score (149) in 1998.

o Oregon's average score (155) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Oregon were higher
than those in 21 jurisdictions2, not significantly different
from those in 20 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

S udent Percelr4I'lf ge at Each Achievement _evel

Oregon

1998 I 57 25- 11

2002 52 31 3

Nation (Public)

2

1998 VIAY7 sl S9' 23" III-

2002 VZ39.1 54 28 1

Percentage below Bask and Basis Patentor Prolkiant and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

IterfOrman e of NAENRept inrdroupsin'Oregon

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 53 144 22 56 22 T 1

Female 47 167 8 47 40 4

White 82 157 13 51 32

Black 2

Hispanic 8 133 32 51 17 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 5 162 10 48 37 4

American Indian/Alaska Native 2
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 26 135 29 55 16

Not eligible 63 162 11 50 36 3

Information not available 11 160 10 54 34 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Oregon had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (23 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Oregon.

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than '98 '02

that of students who were eligible (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

Writing sca e scores at Selected

3001

180 12 75th
Doo°6.1

170 175'

160
50th

150

140
150'

130 25th

120 125 129

Percentiles

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreoortcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
r more mur5,,, ..Atusrmersovr,..:rro vrtrwriTcr.mrad
0Verallr. rititig RetultVfd_ r PennsylVanta

err. *ear -evrri . Sr .,' etrliallaa
Student. Percenta Ater Each'AdtfeVementLevel

Pennsylvania
o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Pennsylvania was 154.

o Pennsylvania's average score (154) was not found to
be significantly different' from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Pennsylvania were
higher than those in 23 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 7 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 85 percent.

2002 I, 411 I $4 10 12

Nation (NM's)
2002 1 II) I 54 28 12

Percentage below task and Bask Percentage PnAtisat and Adventist

°below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient Advanced

irmatin-
Performance o f NAEP Reporting Groups in Pennsy vania' 1

Average Percentage of students at
Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Percentage
Reporting groups of students
Male 51 144 21 57 21 1

Female 49 165 8 50 39 3

White 81 160 10 53 34 3

Black 13 124 1 381 55 71 #

Hispanic 4 133 25 66 91 0

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 154 11 59 29 1

American Indian/Alaska Native # -- -- -- --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 30 131 1 311 57 12 1 #
Not eligible 69 165 7 1 52 38 3

Information not available # -- -- --
Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

75th

Percentile

180

178

percentiles on the 0-300
how well students

distribution
shows that 75

scored below
scored

o Female students in Pennsylvania had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (21
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of the Nation (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (36 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (25
points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (24 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (33 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of the Nation (25
points).

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th

Percentile Percentile

Pennsylvania 131 1 1571

Nation (Public) 127 153

An examination of scores at different
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the
performed. For example, the data above
percent of students in public schools nationally
178, while 75 percent of students in Pennsylvania
below 180.

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from Pennsylvania. 1 Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall irriting Results for Rhode Island

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Rhode Island was 151. This was higher' than the
average score (148) in 1998.

o Rhode Island's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

Students' average scale scores in Rhode Island were
higher than those in 20 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (25).

%t7rdeiitZPerc h A h' meat Lev l

Rhode Island

1998 rat". "1 58 24 11

2002 HD 1 55 27 2

Nation (Pubic)
1998 l'-',0A1,1 59' 23' 11*

2002 54 28 I 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Proficient and Advanced

below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

onrance of NAEFMReportIn Otoups Irff he de Island
Average

Score
Percentage

Below Basic Basic
of students at
Proficient AdvancedReporting groups

Percentage
of students

Male 52 143 1 21 58 20 1

Female 48 160 10 52 34 3

White 75 158 1 12 53 331 3

Black 9 133 26 64 10

Hispanic 13 128 32 59 9

Asian/Pacific Islander 2 -- --
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 24 136 25 62 13

Not eligible 60 161 1 10 52 35 1 3

Information not available 16 139 25 57 17 1

.e/rtet e Score. Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Rhode Island had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (18 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (19 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (32 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (24 points).

vriv-,4Writing Scale-Scores at Selected Percentiles

300y

180

170 tr"'".°18
173'

160

150

140

130

120

110

0

149''

Percentiles

75th

50th

124 126
25th

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writing-three purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

.
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StUdenTile-rt bnIageret Each Achieverttent Leve

South Carolinao The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
South Carolina was 146. This was higher' than the
average score (140) in 1998.

o South Carolina's average score (146) was lower than
that of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in South Carolina were
higher than those in 12 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 24 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (15).

1998 i ap I 64 15'' j I
2002 1 ID I 64 -20 I1

Nation (PAN)
1998 I rig 1 59' - z II'
2002 I 1 I 5413 28 O2

Percentage below Bark and Bask Percentage Prolkkal
and Advaand

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Prof/dent 0 Advanced

ipm. .-,0000.orgrm
6 offnIn e of NAEP Reporting Gco Est

Average Percentage of students at
Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Percentage
Reporting groups of students
Male 50 1371 221 67 111 #
Female 50 155 1 10 61 281 1

White 56 1551 10 62 27 1 1

Black 42 135 1 24 1 66 91 #
Hispanic 1 -- -- --
Asian /Pacific Islander 1 -- --
American Indian/Alaska Native # --
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 45 1341 25 1 66 91 #
Not eligible 51 157 1 9 61 29 1 1

Information not available 4 146 13 69 18 #

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

o Female students in South Carolina had an average
score that was higher than that of male students (18
points). This performance gap was not significantly
different from that of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (22 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in South Carolina.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

300.

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

of__

Percentiles

0.......ef618 75th

161

50th
t3.0°°..147

140

o.i."'124 25th

118'

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

MPIFN 201111W1- Mgr lerwrobwmo
Overall Writing-reesuits forggiennestee

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Tennessee was 148. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (148) in
1998.

o Tennessee's average score (148) was lower than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Tennessee were
higher than those in 13 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 20 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (24).

,

istudenf Percentagelt nyir.,981116111966m/MMr
Eac levement eve!

Tennessee

1998 I ()3 60 23 11

2002 1 lit) 58 23 .11

Nation (Pu610)

1998 I (f) 59. M*23. 11*

2002 I 54 28 ,2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Pertentage Pre &lent and Ashamed

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

4,20"0,10, rwl,
Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Tennessee r e4;i4I.3--,

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

51

49
77
20

2

1

38
52
10

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

137 25 61 13 #
159 10 55 33 2

152 14 59 26 1

132 31 57 12 #

131 31 56 12

160 8 59 32 2

146 17 63 19 1

VVriting Scale Scores at Selected Percentile

o Female students in Tennessee had an average score 300 j, Percentiles

that was higher than that of male students (22 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different in p--ci

i
75thn infrom that of 1998 (19 points). 160

o White students had an average score that was higher 150 0.00.......a 50th

than that of Black students (20 points). This 140 149 150

performance gap was not significantly different from that 130
of 1998 (23 points). 120 11:343 25th26

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Tennessee.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (29 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overa' inf i ri-41WMTM;ir Texas AIME .A Ai 1.1X

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Texas was 152. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (154) in 1998.

o Texas' average score (152) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Texas were higher
than those in 18 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 17 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 11
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (31).

..V.V.!YrNETE-777.

StUdentretcenfag

Texas

Hut

1998

2002

(Public)

11,4t: .91EAMentr-'t
-a chievement 'eve'

1 WI' I ST '30,, I I
l 1... I 52 '29' 112

1998 EV I $9' .2r "
2002 L 54 28 12

Percentage below Bask and flask Percentage Psolkkat and Arkansas!

0 below Bask 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Texas

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 50 141 23 1 56 1 20 1

Female 50 162 10 1 49 38 3

White 44 168 7 46 42 4

Black 12 140 23 57 19 1

Hispanic 40 137 26 57 17 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 156 10 60 28 2

American Indian/Alaska Native 1

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 45 137 25 59 15

Not eligible 48 166 9 46 41 41
Information not available 7 155 14 52 32 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Texas had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (21 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (28 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (17 points).

o White students had an'average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (31 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (20
points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (29 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (22
points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

180

170
179 180

160

150 156 154

140

130
13tm""'"49:1

120 126

'98 '02

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
" Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.

"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

eve all VVri Results for Utah

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Utah was 143. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (143) in 1998.

o Utah's average score (143) was lower than that of the
nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Utah were higher
than those in 6 jurisdictions', not significantly different
from those in 8 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 32
jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 23 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21).

Pr. lanoPTI 'TAM w''..0484WW6,?' perturaforerwirmStudent Percentagt'at'Ea chievement Love

Utah

1998 1 la
2002 I al

Hullo (MOO
1998 I M. l
2002

S6

53

59'

54

22 11

- 11'

28 .12

Percentage behw Bath and Bask Percentage Prolkisat and Advarked

0 below Basic 0 Basic 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

1,,,9 088,FIF 8111/4:1: 78°8""'. ""`
'Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Utah IMP
Reporting groups

Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 131 32 55 13

Female 49 155 14 52 32

White 86 146 20 55 24

Black 1

Hispanic 8 119 47 43 10

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 139 24 59 16 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 2

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 24 125 39 51 10

Not eligible 66 150 17 54 27 2

Information not available 9 141 24 55 19 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Utah had an average score that was
higher than that of male students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Utah.

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (27 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (25 points). This
performance gap was wider than that of 1998 (16
points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001.

170

160

I50

140

130

120

I10

of

169 171

Percentiles

75th

rin==c3 50th
145 145

118 116

'98 '02

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
"Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.qov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

mall Writing Results for Vermont S u n -,,ercentage at Eac tenement Level

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Vermont was 163.

o Vermont's average score (163) was higher' than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

a Students' average scale scores in Vermont were
higher than those in 41 jurisdictions=, and not
significantly different from those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 41 percent. The
percentage of students who performed at or above the
Basic level was 89 percent.

Vermont

2002

Nation (Pullin)
2002 ISKIMA1 sit 28. Ur

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage PtaNdent and Advanced

9 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proftdent ("Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups in Vermont

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 52 151 1 16 1 56 26 1 2

Female 48 175 1 61 391 471 81
White 96 163 1 11 47 1 37 5 1'

Black 1

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander 1

American Indian/Alaska Native 1

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 21 144 1 24 52 231 1

Not eligible 78 168 8 47 1 40 t 61
Information not available 1

verage Score Gaps 'Between Selected Grou

o Female students in Vermont had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (21 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Vermont.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in Vermont.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher
than that of students who were eligible (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from
that of the Nation (25 points).

WritingIcale Scores'at Selected ercentiles

Scale Score Distribution
25th 50th 75th

Percentile Percentile Percentile
Vermont 138 T 1651' 190 T

Nation (Public) 127 153 178

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-300
NAEP writing scale at each grade indicates how well students
at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution
performed. For example, the data above shows that 75
percent of students in public schools nationally scored below
178, while 75 percent of students in Vermont scored below
190.

-- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly higher than, 1 lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

# Percentage rounds to zero.
" Significantly different from Vermont.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall Writing Results for Virginia

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Virginia was 157. This was not found to be significantly
different' from the average score (153) in 1998.

o Virginia's average score (157) was higher than that of
the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Virginia were higher
than those in 30 jurisdictions2, not significantly different
from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower than those in 5
jurisdictions.

a The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (27).

Stud7rtsgrce t g
Virginia

1998 L

2002 IjEg,I

Nation (Public)

1998 I-vai
2002

Achievement Le e

61' 27

56 30

59'

11.

W3

23*-". 11*

4f 5'i 54 28 I 2

Porcentase below Bask and Bask Paramus° Prolidont and Advamd

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

ance,of AEPrilleportIng-Group ginia

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Male 51

Female 49
White 66
Black 24
Hispanic 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 4
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 26
Not eligible 70
Information not available 3

Average
Score

146
167

162
140

146
171

140
162

166
MMIN04., 4 .:

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Virginia had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (21 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (18 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (16 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (7 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (22 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (23 points).

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

18 60 1 21

6 52 38 4

9 52 1 35 41"
20 66 14
16 64 20 0
4 49 42 5

22 62 16 1

8 54 35 3T
11 44 39 5

Writing' ScaleScale Scores at Selected Percentiles

3001

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

01

Percentiles

Cr***111
15th

175'

SOth

154 157

r3--ci 25th
132 133

'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit bffp;llnces.ecl,govinationsreportcarclistates1 for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.
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o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Virgin Islands was 128. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (124) in
1998.

o Virgin Islands' average score (128) was lower than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Virgin Islands were
higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly
different from those in 2 jurisdictions2, and lower than
those in 43 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 3 percent. This
percentage was smaller than 1998 (9).

Student Percentagg'at Each'A-chievemenr 'evel

Virgin Islands

1998

2002

(Public)

1998

2002

1'

r 69 13

I- R7 59' zr 11'

1 113 I 54 28 12

0 below Bask

Percentage below Bask and Bask Poundage Profirient
and Advanced

0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Nation

Pdrfonnance"of NAE.P Reporting Groups in Virgin Is ands

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students

47
53

85
12
0

99
0
1

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

124 34 1 64 1 2 0

133 21 74 1 5 0

128 27 69 4 0

128 29 69 2 0

128 27 1 691' 4 0

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Virgin Islands had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (9 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (17 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Black students
in Virgin Islands.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for White students compared to Hispanic
students in Virgin Islands.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Students who were not eligible for
free/reduced-price school lunch compared to students
who were eligible in Virgin Islands.

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

150

140

130

120

110

100

90

147 148

D 129

123

00.50412
101

of
'98 '02

Percentiles

75th

50th

25th

# Percentage rounds to zero. Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit .a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2002. T Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

_Itofiamplire0-..."4845411"4.11
-Overall writin esints tor wasningto'n

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Washington was 155. This was higher' than the average
score (148) in 1998.

o Washington's average score (155) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Washington were
higher than those in 23 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (25).

- - - wiarzum"--)J,"rvutIPPulanITY
Student Pete ntageat

-p
Each Ach uevement Lev'

Washington

1998 t

2002 ga

Nation (NM()

1998 ( gi 1

Performance-of NAEP Reporting Groups in Washington

sr
52

59'

2002 u3 54

23.P0 1V

31 3

/r ..- It-
28 1 2

Percentage below Bask and Bask Percentage Prolkiust and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 52 146 19 1 57 23 1 1

Female 48 165 1 9 46 1 40 1

White 79 158 13 511 341
Black 4 142 18 62 18 1

Hispanic 7 137 27 58 14 1

Asian/Pacific Islander 8 156 14 51 32 3

American Indian/Alaska Native 2

Free/reduced-priced school lunch
Eligible 22 141 23 1 56 20 1 1

Not eligible 56 161 10 50 36 4

Information not available 22 153 16 52 30 2

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Washington had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (20 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (16 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (20 points).

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (34
points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (20 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (25 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

300), Percentiles

180 75th

170 173'
160

150

140

130

120

110

cr......0177 50th

149'

25th

124 *

o1
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2002. 1 Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ecTgov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

"'r241114vera II Writing. 6 u t6 f or West V. vTg-7'241"'

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
West Virginia was 144. This was not found to be
significantly different' from the average score (144) in
1998.

o West Virginia's average score (144) was lower than that
of the nation's public schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in West Virginia were
higher than those in 7 jurisdictions', not significantly
different from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 27 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (18).

iwf u en Fw centage.atEachAchievement Leve

West Virginia
1998 I W.' I 64' ,18 I #

2002

Nation (NM()
1998

2002

i sp 60 =:20 11

I IF I 59' 23' ii'
I Zd J 54 28 A 2

Percentage below Bask and Bark Percentage Preftriant
and Advanced

0 below Bask 0 Bask 0 Proftdent 0 Advanced

Performance of NAEP Reporting Groups" in West Virginia

Reporting groups
Percentage
of students

Average
Score

Percentage of students at
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Male 51 132 29 61 11

Female 49 157 10 , 59 30 1

White 95 145 19 60 20 1

Black 4 136 25 62 13 0

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander #
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible 44 134 27 62 12

Not eligible 55 153 13 59 27 1

Information not available 1

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in West Virginia had an average score
that was higher than that of male students (24 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different
from that of 1998 (22 points).

o White students had an average score that was not
found to be significantly different from that of Black
students. White students had an average score that was
not found to be significantly different from Black
students in 1998.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in West Virginia.

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (19 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (19 points).

Writing Scale Scores at Selected Percentile6;

300,1

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

Percentiles

cee.e043 75th
166 168

0c 50th
145 146

,r4).7'''12Ci
"4 1

25th

oT
18 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
*Significantly different from 2002. 1' Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.
' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.

48



-

I I

- e

The writing assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures narrative, informative, and
persuasive writingthree purposes identified in the NAEP framework. The NAEP writing scale ranges from 0 to 300.

Overall WA' ;Resit &''afor INyo mg

o The average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Wyoming was 151. This was higher' than the average
score (146) in 1998.

o Wyoming's average score (151) was not found to be
significantly different from that of the nation's public
schools (152).

o Students' average scale scores in Wyoming were
higher than those in 20 jurisdictions2, not significantly
different from those in 14 jurisdictions, and lower than
those in 12 jurisdictions.

a. The percentage of students who performed at or above
the NAEP Proficient level was 28 percent. This
percentage was greater than 1998 (23).

Mint er
Wyoming

ageratedhl A examen Leve

1998 ilAPPr I 58 22' I I
2002 58 27 I 1

Nation (Pula()

1998 1,;,17,,'I 59. 23'. IV
2002 lj 54 -28 I 2

Percentage below Book and Bark Perontogo Proficient and Advanced

0 below Basic 0 Bask 0 Proficient 0 Advanced

erformance- of NAEPP e ortin -Grou s omin

Reporting groups
Male
Female
White
Black
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/Alaska Native
Free/reduced-priced school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Information not available

Percentage
of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Average Percentage of students at

51

49
88
2
7
1

32
65

3

140 1 22 1 63 15 #
164 7 53 38 2

1531 131 57 28 1

138 21 67 12

134 28 59 13

140 22 60 18

157 111 57 311 2

151 10 67 23

verg_ _
e Score Gaps Between Selected Groups

o Female students in Wyoming had an average score that
was higher than that of male students (24 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (27 points).

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in Wyoming.

o White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (15 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (11 points).

o Students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than
that of students who were eligible (17 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that
of 1998 (12 points).

Writing Scale Scorevat Selected Percentiles

300,1

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

Percentiles

75th

171

0.....153 50th
147'

tr....18 25th
122'

110

oT
'98 '02

# Percentage rounds to zero.
*Significantly different from 2002.

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
Statistically significantly higher than 1998. 1 Statistically significantly lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance.
2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as Guam or the District of Columbia).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding. Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale
scores. Performance changes across years should be interpreted in the context of changes in rates of exclusion of special-needs students,
which occurred in some states. See The Nation's Report Card: Writing 2002 for additional information.
Visit http://nces.ed.qov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), 1998 and 2002 Writing Assessments.
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